
This is in response to your letter of member 17,2001, reg e labeling of graduated 
food, You expresse concern about the Food and Drug A~i~istrat~~~ ~~~A) shagging 
nugget deflations governing the labeling of irradiated foods. 

n labeling was ideuti~ed as one of 
am priorities is listed a 

ed in resp 
eling and has reviewed th 
1 d~c~s~~n on whether the 

laboring of irradiated foods should be changed. 

r expressing your c~ncems about 
We will forward a copy of your 

1 consider alf conceits before we make a 
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letter we would Iike to bring new evidence to your attention. 

eter Jenkins and ark Worth of our offices ear&z served on the adv~s~~ for the FDA 
ency impaneled six sep gmups of 
DC; ~acra~~nt~, Cal ia; and M 
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inszsota. AcCQr ing to earlier published reports, consumers in all 
* m- . . .r rejected the proposed use of euphemisms, calving th 
and “deceptive.” 

key potions of the ~~~~~~d transcripts we have received for five of -,. -_----- -_ - - -_ _- ̂____ I_- -_ 
as nbt been delivered t t~-s~v~~~~ r~quests~. Note that each of the 

excerpts is from the potion of sion when the pa~~~ip~ts addr~ss~d the 
era&x’s handout from FDA (describ out C) suggesting t use of “c&y or 

~‘~l~~tr~~~c” OX “ion past~u~zati~n” in place of ~‘~~ad~atiun” an the label. 

- June X8 - 6:OO mm. 

kay. So now I want ta show you the last one. is is the end afour * 

IPANT: hounds like we’re going to e 
~Laught~r*~ 

~s~uss~~~ while passing out hando~ts.~ 
e’s not pe~iss~b~e. This one’s d~~~~~~~l. 

urization is not going ta translate in 

e rn~uf~c~rer~s head, why wil 
ord that has that ” 

ronic p~t~u~~~t~~n~ caid pasteu~zat~~n~ ion 
past~uri~ati~n, So what do you think. Is it a idea for the labef? 
A PA~TI~~PA~: No. 

electr~ni~ p~teu~~ati~~? 
tetization words are cade wan-& for 

ow it’s rad~at~o~~ so we don’t want to 
call it s~m~thing else. 

~~~n~ral c~ns~~sus in s~mult~e~us 
why don? they call it what it is? 
That would be just ~o~~r way -- 
Lase yol~r m-edibility. 

careful about the words you pick to say radiati~ 
Is that it’s irradiated. 
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with that name, I can see a whole mass of ~eo~le p~~~g an 
suit, getting the FUA - 

~~im~lta~eo~s disc~ssio~.~ 
ople think is a go0 rd- If your milk is 
cqmes from Louis __.~ - teur, G@ that word is a 

o you have any idea what is this ~asteu~~atio~? of process is 

comber one. Traditional thermal te such as 

kay, so this is why it’s deceiving, because ~aste~~~ati~n is.somethiag 
tradjti~~aj -- 

PANT: And it% thermal. 
OR: - but here it says 

~.,.f~*“.f~~1*..~1..*.~-.- 

n. If you’ll go to your ban 
then in ~~c~tbeses~ we have ““i 

rstand what is the process? 
CPmT: Xt worrld let US know it was treated by cold 

g to mask this. 

C. We have on the 
ation“. world this 

atio~ and radiations 

: Yeah, they”re making it -- 

ICPANT: Bad choice. 
People don’t understan 

A ~A~T~~~A~: The bas 
ings to yang meat, yo3.~ mi 

cuver it up? The consumer 
heses? I don’t think so. 

are using ~ad~a~~~~ ta these d~~~~~~~~ types of 
at kind of stuff. Why 

eopfe think, oh we iation gust just be 
Ik all the time. It must be safe. That’s just going to 

at negative tone that we tal ed abont, radiatiQn~ off 
urization ~i~discemible~* 

~o~sumcrs need to be deceived. 
sxnner make their decision, it’s so 

ice between %eated b Id ~~teu~~atio~~~ and 
a difference between and a bad He. An 

3 



- 
like to show you propositiun C. So we can put the other o 

away. PassT thig a~~~n-~~~~r~~-~~ zig-_ (lp&xj. C is ~~~~~~-~~ options 
diffc~e~t te~i~ology is subst~tut~d for the words radiation or irradiat 
~x~~~cs. So for example, it’s “‘Treated by electronic past 
~asteur~~atio~~ If “Treated by ion pasteu~zati~~.~~ So what 
think about this idea? 

is. I agree with that. 

nt like cold pasteurizatiu~, th “s the o~po~i~~ af what 
cess ofpasteurizatio~, ysu heat so~e~hi~g to a certain 
“t have cold p~teu~zatio~. So you’d have to throw that 
srmre believable. 

s like they hooked a probe up. 
it does. Shoot it, zap it with sobering. 

I think it’s totally ~~b~l~evable. It’s, it has ntial to make peopl;e 
berry about pa~t~~~~ati~~~ rather than making them f”eel good ab 

e started, if a comested cattail came out fra 
there% a good chance it would, once people start coMecting i~adiatio~ 

with ~ast~ur~zat~Q~~ paste~r~~a~~~~ coufd become suspects and 
quality milk and certain other foods. So I’d be very much agai 

what do you think about it? 
ev~~~ug you just said. This is 80 

e store, to be honest with you, I don’t 
t have known that. And then once things started coming out 
o exactly what you just said. This would be campus -- wait a 

lot of questions about my milk, W, is this really doing the process that 
to be doing? Is it going to really make it safe? Less gems md stufr? 

oam, what do you think? 
: I agree with Kelly and Jo , because -- is this sup 

* Yeah, the same thing. 
T: No, see, I wouldn’t even -_ what is this stuff 

I kmw a little bit about ~tc~zatio~, but i 

rent t~~inulo~. You% ~s~~~i~g ~rxe te 
for a~~t~~~ purpose. So it’s a completely different process. Allison said it. It% sneaky. 



emad Schwetz et al. 

would you thin? Mat wotlld peq 

an”t really know, you say w&f, this product has been p~t~~~zed 

) 
that. This, they might link it 

will be with the 

to use an a~t~mat~ve people are co 

other thongs? Okay. efore you explain -- 

RATUR: Yeah. We are talking -- 

Uh hub. 



c . emard Schwetz et al. 
I. - 

one knows what ~indiscemible~ -- you know, w 
with radiated food, SO they’re just going to ga to- t e old p~§t~ur~~ti~ 

_ _--.- --____ . _ tirn~. &sd we’re very .- _.- - 

ainly do&t ever question. when a pro 
ctronic and cold and ion in tiont of i 

T: Really. You know? Because it isn’t -.. 
zed just that just -- 

it be cold, ~~1~~s 

and irradiation separate? Aren’t they separate mcthods~ 
by irradiation be -- 

They used both methods in the sentencer but X don? thi 

: TVs not an accurate ~e~~ct~u~ of what’s realily ha~~e~i~g. 

ey use 

kay. So this makes you thi - this pasteurized by i -- it makes you 
t there were two methods used. 

: No. It makes me think they think 1%~ stupid enough to go thmugh with 
and go, oh, but it% pasteurized ~~~~u~b~e~ -- 
A ~A~T~C~A~: Yeah, right. 

d that’s not -- I don’t like it when they play died 

wmted to say somethi 
n”t completely ~dersta 
n X look at these two, 

6 



. 

ngless -&a me. T’m pretty sure I rem 
n like that and you tdl me what -- 

But wait here. We have this definition. Yes? 

that d~~~~ti~n~ this still doesn’t make sense ~3 
n’t like pasteurized by i~adiati~~. 

R? What about that? 
T: I don’t like using the Ward ~‘past~u~~ati~n” at all, 

cause it sounds like some rich V~~~es~ 
R of this. No, seriously, I’m going to be 

it. f don’t like any of those, 
h huh. And why is that? 

it. Good old ion 
f don’t like any of them. 

Because they’re trying t@ fool yau (Laugh 
nothing to da with irradiation. A process like. Doesn’t say is. 
~~~~~T~~: Okay. Christy? 

I agree with Ryan. I don’t like any of . I dodt like using the word 

Okay. I have one last question. I have one more question. 
uld it be m~~fac~r~rs or ii sh 

about the Surgeon General? 

nd af sit in the middle. 
n wiEl be al1 wer ft. 

u let the companies do 

kay. In this case, I want t6 show you letter ~inaudi le). Let me put this one 
away, please ~i~audibl~~, 

~~imulta~~~us discussion) 
: And I have to mention that this local goal is the 

all go with the symbol? 
I (sic), Yes? So 
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